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trying to beat their opponents, they 
are not necessarily their enemies; that 
winning with grace and dignity often 
requires as much character as losing 
with grace and dignity; and that teams 
succeed over the long haul when there 
are people working together, helping 
each other and supporting each other. 

These are the great lessons of George 
‘‘Godfather’’ Thompson. 

I played defensive end for Florida 
A&M University, and this is where I 
met Godfather. He gave me a great, 
great insight on life, even though he 
was just an equipment manager. He 
was one of great dignity and pride and 
told many Rattler football players 
about the programs and stories. Even 
though it was not his responsibility to 
be the counselor, he took that respon-
sibility as being someone to head 
young men in the right direction, or 
point young men in the right direction. 

For everyone who calls George 
Thompson ‘‘Godfather,’’ and we still 
do, it is not a godfather that we may 
see on a movie or what have you, but it 
is out of respect and love for someone 
who took the time with everyone and 
opened his heart to accommodate not 
only their feelings but to guide them in 
the right direction.
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He came to Florida A&M from Mel-
bourne, Florida in 1951 as a student and 
pursued his degree and worked on cam-
pus as an equipment manager. It 
changed his life and the lives of thou-
sands of student athletes who passed 
under his mentorship. He is a walking, 
talking history book who still inspires 
the coaches, students and players at 
Florida A&M. His compliment to the 
university and the students is unprece-
dented at Florida A&M, and maybe un-
precedented in the entire Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is very impor-
tant for us to be able to highlight the 
fact that he served under five coaches 
there at Florida A&M, and for many of 
those years great individuals passed 
through that program. Rattler football 
is something we take very seriously 
down in Florida, especially in Talla-
hassee, Florida where the blood runs 
orange and green. 

I want to thank him for his commit-
ment and his level of responsibility for 
so many individuals in our lifetime. So 
many young men have moved on to do 
great things in this country because of 
his guidance, and we honor his pres-
ence and we thank God that so many of 
us had the opportunity to have him 
walk our way. So I not only commend 
him, Mr. Speaker, but I also want this 
Congress to be aware that a great 
American and patriot took time to not 
only guide individuals like myself and 
others and that we are forever indebted 
to his presence and to his feelings and 
to the work that he put forth over the 
years doing common things uncom-
monly well.

IN HONOR AND MEMORY OF PRI-
VATE FIRST CLASS HOWARD 
JOHNSON, II, OF MOBILE, ALA-
BAMA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BISHOP of Utah). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BONNER) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, this Sat-
urday, Mobile, and indeed all of Ala-
bama will say goodbye to our first cas-
ualty in the war on Iraq. While many 
Americans will be busy running week-
end errands, shopping at the local mall, 
or spending time with their children at 
a T-ball game, I will, instead, be at-
tending what will be a much more som-
ber occasion, the funeral services for 
Private First Class Howard Johnson, 
II. Private Johnson was killed in com-
bat while bravely serving and pro-
tecting this great Nation in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, recently I visited with 
Howard’s parents, the Reverend and 
Mrs. Howard Johnson, at their home in 
Mobile. Like every other parent would 
do in similar circumstances, the John-
sons grieve over the loss of their won-
derful son. They told me what a fine 
young man Howard was, how he was al-
ways thinking of other people, and how 
he had a special concern especially for 
the older people who were in his fa-
ther’s church. 

They said Howard loved life, and he 
was blessed with many wonderful 
friends. In the living room of their 
home, I had a chance to view several 
photographs of Howard, first as a little 
boy, then as a teenager, and more re-
cently as a young man. Always, al-
ways, there was a big smile on his face. 
Howard Johnson, II, had a contagious 
smile and an optimistic spirit that 
looked to the future with hope and an-
ticipation. 

In uniform and in service to our 
country, Private Johnson exhibited 
courage, selfless service, and honor as a 
member of the United States Army and 
its 507th Ordnance Maintenance Com-
pany. Tragically, Private Johnson’s 
supply convoy was ambushed in the 
early days of the campaign in the Iraqi 
city of Nasiriyah. 

Although stationed at Fort Bliss in 
El Paso, Texas, Private Johnson re-
sided in Mobile, Alabama with his fam-
ily. He was a 2001 graduate of LeFlore 
High School and a member of the 
ROTC. Upon graduation from high 
school, Howard joined the Army and 
served as an automated logistical spe-
cialist after graduating from basic 
training at Fort Jackson, South Caro-
lina in August of 2001. 

On Wednesday of this week, more 
than 1,500 friends, former classmates, 
teachers and members of Howard’s ex-
tended family attended a memorial 
service at the LeFlore High School 
gymnasium. Howard Johnson, II, will 
be remembered for many fine qualities, 
not the least of which is the fact that 
today he is also known as and wears 
the title ‘‘hero.’’

As you might imagine, I was deeply 
saddened to receive the word of Private 
Johnson’s death. While it is always 
hard to understand why we must lose 
any of our young people, especially 
those serving and protecting our Na-
tion in our Armed Forces, I believe it is 
accurate to say Private Johnson’s fam-
ily takes great comfort from the fact 
that Howard was ably performing his 
duty in an honorable manner that re-
flects the rich tradition of our mili-
tary. 

Even during this sad time, his par-
ents, family and friends are rightly 
proud of his many accomplishments 
and that he voluntarily committed 
himself to preserving the freedoms that 
we sometimes take for granted and 
that we enjoy here in the United States 
and to spreading those freedoms to the 
victims of an oppressive regime half-
way around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, Howard’s family is for-
tunate that they can rely on a rock-
solid faith and a loving God to provide 
personal strength and comfort during 
these difficult days. Reverend Johnson, 
Howard’s father, is pastor of the 
Truevine Missionary Baptist Church in 
Mobile where Howard played drums 
and was active in Sunday school in the 
children’s ministry. Right before How-
ard was prepared to ship off to Kuwait, 
he reassured his father that ‘‘I’m 
ready, and I know what I’m facing, and 
I just believe that God is going to do it 
for me.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, Howard Johnson’s will-
ingness to pay what has become the ul-
timate sacrifice has contributed im-
measurably to the freedom and secu-
rity of this Nation, to Iraq, and the 
world. 

The 507th’s ‘‘One team, one fight’’ 
motto also embodies this worldwide 
mission that our servicemen and 
women have undertaken. May the 
prayers of a grateful Nation bring some 
comfort to the Johnson family and to 
all other families who have lost loved 
ones during this war, and may God con-
tinue to bless America, the greatest 
country on the face of the Earth. 

f 

ESTABLISHING A PERMANENT 
PRESENCE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to bring to your attention a fas-
cinating article in this month’s issue of 
Mother Jones magazine, written by 
Robert Dreyfuss, and it deals with the 
question of establishing a permanent 
presence in the Middle East. I wanted 
to point out that this issue of oil, 
which fuels military power, national 
treasuries and international politics, is 
no longer a commodity to be bought 
and sold within the confines of tradi-
tional energy supply and demand bal-
ances. Rather, it has been transformed 
into a determinant of well-being of na-
tional security and of international 
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power. I recommend it to the attention 
of all of my colleagues. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the above-
mentioned article for the RECORD.
ESTABLISHING A PERMANENT PRESENCE IN THE 

MIDDLE EAST 
If your were to spin the globe and look for 

real estate critical to building an American 
empire, your first stop would have to be the 
Persian Gulf. The desert sands of this region 
hold two of every three barrels oil in the 
world-Iraq’s reserves alone are equal, by 
some estimates, to those of Russia, the 
United States, China, and Mexico combined. 
For the past 30 years, the Gulf has been in 
the crosshairs of an influential group of 
Washington foreign-policy strategists, who 
believe that in order to ensure its global 
dominance, the United States must seize 
control of the region and its oil. Born during 
the energy crisis of the 1970s and refined 
since then by a generation of policymakers, 
this approach is finding its boldest expres-
sion yet in the Bush administration—which, 
with its plan to invade Iraq and install a re-
gime beholden to Washington, has moved 
closer than any of its predecessors to trans-
forming the Gulf into an American protec-
torate. 

In the geopolitical vision driving current 
U.S. policy toward Iraq, the key to national 
security is global hegemony—dominance 
over any and all potential rivals. To that 
end, the United States must not only be able 
to project its military forces anywhere, at 
any time. It must also control key resources, 
chief among them oil—and especially Gulf 
oil. To the hawks who now set the tone at 
the White House and the Pentagon, the re-
gion is crucial not simply for its share of the 
U.S. oil supply (other sources have become 
more important over the years), but because 
it would allow the United States to maintain 
a lock on the world’s energy life-line and po-
tentially deny access to its global competi-
tors. The administration ‘‘believes you have 
to control resources in order to have access 
to them,’’ says Chas Freeman, who served as 
U.S. ambassador to Saudi Arabia under the 
first President Bush. ‘‘They are taken with 
the idea that the end of the Cold War left the 
United States able to impose its will glob-
ally—and that those who have the ability to 
shape events with power have the duty to do 
so. It’s ideology.’’

Iraq, in this view, is a strategic prize of un-
paralleled importance. Unlike the oil be-
neath Alaska’s frozen tundra, locked away in 
the steppes of central Asia, or buried under 
stormy seas, Iraq’s crude is readily acces-
sible and, at less than $1.50 a barrel, some of 
the cheapest in the world to produce. Al-
ready, over the past several months, Western 
companies have been meeting with Iraqi ex-
iles to try to stake a claim to that bonanza. 

But while the companies hope to cash in on 
an American-controlled Iraq, the push to re-
move Saddam Hussein hasn’t been driven by 
oil executives, many of whom are worried 
about the consequences of war. Nor are Vice 
President Cheney and President Bush, both 
former oilmen, looking at the Gulf simply 
for the profits that can be earned there. The 
administration is thinking bigger, much big-
ger, than that. 

‘‘Controlling Iraq is about oil as power, 
rather than oil as fuel,’’ says Michael Klare, 
professor of peace and world security studies 
at Hampshire College and author of Resource 
Wars. ‘‘Control over the Persian Gulf trans-
lates into control over Europe, Japan, and 
China. It’s having our hand on the spigot.’’

Ever since the oil shocks of the 1970s, the 
United States has steadily been accumu-
lating military muscle in the Gulf by build-
ing bases, selling weaponry, and forging 
military partnerships. Now, it is poised to 

consolidate its might in a place that will be 
a fulcrum of the world’s balance of power for 
decades to come. At a stroke, by taking con-
trol of Iraq, the Bush administration can so-
lidify a long-running strategic design. ‘‘It’s 
the Kissinger plan,’’ says James Akins, a 
former U.S. diplomat. ‘‘I thought it had been 
killed, but it’s back.’’

Akins learned a hard lesson about the poli-
tics of oil when he served as a U.S. envoy in 
Kuwait and Iraq, and ultimately as ambas-
sador to Saudi Arabia during the oil crisis of 
1973 and ’74. At his home in Washington, 
D.C., shelves filled with Middle Eastern pot-
tery and other memorabilia cover the walls, 
souvenirs of his years in the Foreign Service. 
Nearly three decades later, he still gets 
worked up while recalling his first encounter 
with the idea that the United States should 
be prepared to occupy Arab oil-producing 
countries. 

In 1975, while Akins was ambassador in 
Saudi Arabia, an article headlined ‘‘Seizing 
Arab Oil’’ appeared in Harper’s. The author, 
who used the pseudonym Miles Ignotus, was 
identified as ‘‘a Washington-based professor 
and defense consultant with intimate links 
to high-level U.S. policy-makers.’’ The arti-
cle outlined, as Akins puts it, ‘‘how we could 
solve all our economic and political prob-
lems by taking over the Arab oil fields [and] 
bringing in Texans and Oklahomans to oper-
ate them.’’ Simultaneously, a rash of similar 
stories appeared in other magazines and 
newspapers. ‘‘I knew that it had to have been 
the result of a deep background briefing,’’ 
Akins says. ‘‘You don’t have eight people 
coming up with the same screwy idea at the 
same time, independently. 

‘‘Then I made a fatal mistake,’’ Akins con-
tinues. ‘‘I said on television that anyone who 
would propose that is either a madman, a 
criminal, or an agent of the Soviet Union.’’ 
Soon afterward, he says, he learned that the 
background briefing had been conducted by 
his boss, then-Secretary of State Henry Kis-
singer. Akins was fired later that year. 

Kissinger has never acknowledged having 
planted the seeds for the article. But in an 
interview with Business Week that same 
year, he delivered a thinly veiled threat to 
the Saudis, musing about bringing oil prices 
down through ‘‘massive political warfare 
against countries like Saudi Arabia and Iran 
to make them risk their political stability 
and maybe their security if they did not co-
operate.’’

In the 1970s, America’s military presence 
in the Gulf was virtually nil, so the idea of 
seizing control of its oil was a pipe dream. 
Still, starting with the Miles Ignotus article, 
and a parallel one by conservative strategist 
and Johns Hopkins University professor Rob-
ert W. Tucker in Commentary, the idea 
began to gain favor among a feisty group of 
hardline, pro-Israeli thinkers, especially the 
hawkish circle aligned with Democratic sen-
ators Henry Jackson of Washington and Dan-
iel Patrick Moynihan of New York. Eventu-
ally, this amalgam of strategists came to be 
known as ‘‘neoconservatives,’’ and they 
played important roles in President Reagan’s 
Defense Department and at think tanks and 
academic policy centers in the 1980s. Led by 
Richard Perle, chairman of the Pentagon’s 
influential Defense Policy Board, and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, they 
now occupy several dozen key posts in the 
White House, the Pentagon, and the State 
Department. At the top, they are closest to 
Vice President Cheney and Defense Sec-
retary Donald Rumsfeld, who have been 
closely aligned since both men served in the 
White House under President Ford in the 
mid-1970s. They also clustered around Che-
ney when he served as secretary of defense 
during the Gulf War in 1991. 

Throughout those years, and especially 
after the Gulf War, U.S. forces have steadily 

encroached on the Gulf and the surrounding 
region, from the Horn of Africa to Central 
Asia. In preparing for an invasion and occu-
pation of Iraq, the administration has been 
building on the steps taken by military and 
policy planners over the past quarter cen-
tury. 

STEP ONE: The Rapid Deployment Force. 
In 1973 and ’74, and again in 1979, political up-
heavals in the Middle East led to huge spikes 
in oil prices, which rose fifteenfold over the 
decade and focused new attention on the Per-
sian Gulf. In January 1980, President Carter 
effectively declared the Gulf a zone of U.S. 
influence, especially against encroachment 
from the Soviet Union. ‘‘Let our position be 
absolutely clear,’’ he said, announcing what 
came to be known as the Carter Doctrine. 
‘‘An attempt by any outside force to gain 
control of the Persian Gulf region will be re-
garded as an assault on the vital interests of 
the United States of America, and such an 
assault will be repelled by any means nec-
essary, including military force.’’ To back up 
this doctrine, Carter created the Rapid De-
ployment Force, an ‘‘over-the-horizon’’ mili-
tary unit capable of rushing several thou-
sand U.S. troops to the Gulf in a crisis. 

STEP TWO: The Central Command. In the 
1980s, under President Reagan, the United 
States began pressing countries in the Gulf 
for access to bases and support facilities. The 
Rapid Deployment Force was transformed 
into the Central Command, a new U.S. mili-
tary command authority with responsibility 
for the Gulf and the surrounding region from 
eastern Africa to Afghanistan. Reagan tried 
to organize a ‘‘strategic consensus’’ of anti-
Soviet allies, including Turkey, Israel, and 
Saudi Arabia. The United States sold billions 
of dollars’ worth of arms to the Saudis in the 
early ’80s, from AWACS surveillance aircraft 
to F–15 fighters. And in 1987, at the height of 
the war between Iraq and Iran, the U.S. Navy 
created the Joint Task Force-Middle East to 
protect oil tankers plying the waters of the 
Gulf, thus expanding a U.S. naval presence of 
just three or four warships into a flotilla of 
40-plus aircraft carriers, battleships, and 
cruisers. 

STEP THREE: The Gulf War. Until 1991, 
the United States was unable to persuade the 
Arab Gulf states to allow a permanent Amer-
ican presence on their soil. Meanwhile, Saudi 
Arabia, while maintaining its close relation-
ship with the United States, began to diver-
sify its commercial and military ties; by the 
time U.S. Ambassador Chas Freeman arrived 
there in the late ’80s, the United States had 
fallen to fourth place among arms suppliers 
to the kingdom. ‘‘The United States was 
being supplanted even in commercial terms 
by the British, the French, even the Chi-
nese,’’ Freeman notes. 

All that changed with the Gulf War. Saudi 
Arabia and other Gulf states no longer op-
posed a direct U.S. military presence, and 
American troops, construction squads, arms 
salesmen, and military assistance teams 
rushed in. The Gulf War put Saudi Arabia 
back on the map and revived a relationship 
that had been severely attrited,’’ says Free-
man. 

In the decade after the war, the United 
States sold more than $43 billion worth of 
weapons, equipment, and military construc-
tion projects to Saudi Arabia, and 416 billion 
more to Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, and the 
United Arab Emirates, according to data 
compiled by the Federation of American Sci-
entists. Before Operation Desert Storm, the 
U.S. military enjoyed the right to stockpile, 
or ‘‘pre-position,’’ military supplies only in 
the comparatively remote Gulf state of 
Oman on the Indian Ocean. After the war, 
nearly every country in the region began 
conducting joint military exercises, hosting 
U.S. naval units and Air Force squadrons, 
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and granting the United States pre-posi-
tioning rights. ‘‘Our military presence in the 
Middle East has increased dramatically,’’ 
then-Defense Secretary William Cohen 
boasted in 1995. 

Another boost to the U.S. presence was the 
unilateral imposition, in 1991, of no-fly zones 
in northern and southern Iraq, enforced 
mostly by U.S. aircraft from bases in Turkey 
and Saudi Arabia. ‘‘There was a massive 
buildup, especially around Incirlik in Tur-
key, to police the northern no-fly zone, and 
around [the Saudi capitol of] Riyadh, to po-
lice the southern no-fly zone,’’ says Colin 
Robinson of the Center for Defense Informa-
tion, a Washington think tank. A billion-dol-
lar, high-tech command center was built by 
Saudi Arabia near Riyadh, and over the past 
two years the United States has secretly 
been completing another one in Qatar. The 
Saudi facilities ‘‘were built with capacities 
far beyond the ability of Saudi Arabia to use 
them,’’ Robinson says. ‘‘And that’s exactly 
what Qatar is doing now.’’

Step four: Afghanistan. The war in Afghan-
istan—and the open-ended war on terrorism, 
which has led to U.S. strikes in Yemen, 
Pakistan, and elsewhere—further boosted 
America’s strength in the region. The admin-
istration has won large increases in the de-
fense budget—which now stands at about $400 
billion, up from just over $300 billion in 
2000—and a huge chunk of that budget, per-
haps as much as $60 billion, is slated to sup-
port U.S. forces in and around the Persian 
Gulf. Military facilities on the perimeter of 
the Gulf, from Djibouti in the Horn of Africa 
to the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian 
Ocean, have been expanded, and a web of 
bases and training missions has extended the 
U.S. presence deep into central Asia. From 
Afghanistan to the landlocked former Soviet 
republics of Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, U.S. 
forces have established themselves in an 
area that had long been in Russia’s sphere of 
influence. Oil-rich in its own right, and stra-
tegically vital, central Asia is now the east-
ern link in a nearly continuous chain of U.S. 
bases, facilities, and allies stretching from 
the Mediterranean and the Red Sea far into 
the Asian hinterland. 

Step five: Iraq. Removing Saddam Hussein 
could be the final piece of he puzzle, cement-
ing an American imperial presence. It is 
‘‘highly possible’’ that the United States will 
maintain military bases in Iraq, Robert 
Kagan, a leading neoconservative strategist, 
recently told the Atlanta Journal Constitu-
tion. ‘‘We will probably need a major con-
centration of forces in the Middle East over 
a long period of time,’’ he said. ‘‘When we 
have economic problems, it’s been caused by 
disruptions in our oil supply. If we have a 
force in Iraq, there will be no disruption in 
oil supplies.’’ 

Kagan, along with William Kristol of the 
Weekly Standard, is a founder of the think 
tank Project for the New American Century, 
an assembly of foreign-policy hawks whose 
supports include the Pentagon’s Perle, New 
Republic publisher Martin Peretz, and 
former Central Intelligence agency director 
James Woolsey. Among the group’s affiliates 
in the Bush administration are Cheney, 
Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz; I. Lewis Libby, the 
vice president’s chief of staff; Elliott 
Abrams, the Middle East director at the Na-
tional Security Council; and Zalmay 
Khalilzad, the White House liaison to the 
Iraqi opposition groups. Kagan’s group, tied 
to a web of similar neoconservative, pro-
Israeli organizations, represents the con-
stellation of thinkers whose ideological af-
finity was forged in the Nixon and Ford ad-
ministrations. 

To Akins, who has just returned from 
Saudi Arabia, it’s a team that looks all too 
familiar, seeking to implement the plan first 

outlined back in 1975. ‘‘It’ll be easier once we 
have Iraq,’’ he says. ‘‘Kuwait, we already 
have. Qatar and Bahrain, too. So it’s only 
Saudi Arabia we’re talking about, and the 
United Arab Emirates falls into place.’’

Last summer, Perle provided a brief 
glimpse into his circle’s thinking when he in-
vited Rand Corporation strategist Laurent 
Murawiec to make a presentation to his De-
fense Policy Board, a committee of former 
senior officials and generals that advises the 
Pentagon on big-picture policy ideas. 
Murawiec’s closed-door briefing provoked a 
storm of criticism when it was leaked to the 
media; he described Saudi Arabia as the 
‘‘kernel of evil,’’ suggested that the Saudi 
royal family should be replaced or 
otherthrown, and raised the idea of a U.S. 
occupation of Saudi oil fields. He ultimately 
lost his job when Rand decided he was too 
controversial. 

Murawiec is part of a Washington school of 
thought that views virtually all of the na-
tions in the Gulf as unstable ‘‘failed states’’ 
and maintains that only the United States 
has the power to forcibly reorganize and re-
build them. In this view, the arms systems 
and bases that were put in place to defend 
the region also provided a ready-made infra-
structure for taking over countries and their 
oil fields in the event of a crisis. 

The Defense Department likely has contin-
gency plans to occupy Saudi Arabia, says 
Robert E. Ebel, director of the energy pro-
gram at the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies (CSIS), a Washington think 
tank whose advisers include Kissinger; 
former Defense Secretary and CIA director 
James Schlesinger; and Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
Carter’s national security adviser. ‘‘If some-
thing happens in Saudi Arabia,’’ Ebel says, 
‘‘if the ruling family is ousted, if they decide 
to shut off the oil supply, we have to go in.’’

Two years ago, Ebel, a former mid-level 
CIA official, oversaw a CSIS task force that 
included several members of Congress as well 
as representatives from industry including 
ExxonMobil, Arco, BP, Shell, Texaco, and 
the American Petroleum Institute. Its re-
port, ‘‘The Geopolitics of Energy Into the 
21st Century,’’ concluded that the world will 
find itself dependent for many years on un-
stable oil-producing nations, around which 
conflicts and wars are bound to swirl. ‘‘Oil is 
high-profile stuff,’’ Ebel says. ‘‘Oil fuels mili-
tary power, national treasuries, and inter-
national politics. It is not longer a com-
modity to be bought and sold within the con-
fines of traditional energy supply and de-
mand balances. Rather, it has been trans-
formed into a determinant of well-being, of 
national security, and of international 
power.’’

As vital as the Persian Gulf is now, its 
strategic importance is likely to grow expo-
nentially in the next 20 years. Nearly one out 
of every three barrels of oil reserves in the 
world lie under just two countries: Saudi 
Arabia (with 259 billion barrels of proven re-
serves) and Iraq (112 billion). Those figures 
may understate Iraq’s largely unexplored re-
serves, which according to U.S. government 
estimates may hold as many as 432 billion 
barrels. 

With supplies in many other regions, espe-
cially the United States and the North Sea, 
nearly exhausted, oil from Saudi Arabia and 
Iraq is becoming ever more critical—a fact 
duly noted in the administration’s National 
Energy Policy, released in 2001 by a White 
House task force. By 2020, the Gulf will sup-
ply between 54 percent and 67 percent of the 
world’s crude, the document said, making 
the region ‘‘vital to U.S. interests.’’ Accord-
ing to G. Daniel Butler, an oil-markets ana-
lyst at the U.S. Energy Information Admin-
istration (EIA), Saudi Arabia’s production 
capacity will rise from its current 9.4 million 

barrels a day to 22.1 million over the next 17 
years. Iraq, which in 2002 produced a mere 2 
million barrels a day, ‘‘could easily be a dou-
ble-digit producer by 2020,’’ says Butler. 

U.S. strategists aren’t worried primarily 
about America’s own oil supplies; for dec-
ades, the United States has worked to diver-
sify its sources of oil with Venezuela, Nige-
ria, Mexico, and other countries growing in 
importance. But for Western Europe and 
Japan, as well as the developing industrial 
powers of eastern Asia, the Gulf is all-impor-
tant. Whoever controls it will maintain cru-
cial global leverage for decades to come. 

Today, notes the EIA’s Butler, two-thirds 
of Gulf oil goes to Western industrial na-
tions. By 2015, according to a study by the 
CIA’s National Intelligence Council, three-
quarters of the Gulf’s oil will go to Asia, 
chiefly to China. China’s growing dependence 
on the Gulf could cause it to develop closer 
military and political ties with countries 
such as Iran and Iraq, according to the re-
port produced by Ebel’s CSIS task force. 
‘‘They have different political interests in 
the gulf than we do,’’ Ebel says. ‘‘Is it to our 
advantage to have another competitor for oil 
in the Persian Gulf?’’

David Long, who served as a U.S. diplomat 
in Saudi Arabia and as chief of the Near East 
division in the State Department’s Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research during the Reagan 
administration, likens the Bush administra-
tion’s approach to the philosophy of Admiral 
Mahan, the 19th-century military strategist 
who advocated the use of naval power to cre-
ate a global American empire. ‘‘They want 
to be the world’s enforcer,’’ he says. ‘‘It’s a 
worldview, a geopolitical position. They say, 
‘‘We need hegemony in the region.’’

Until the 1970s, the face of American power 
in the Gulf was the U.S. oil industry, led by 
Exxon, Mobil, Chevron, Texaco, and Gulf, all 
of whom competed fiercely with Britain’s BP 
and Anglo-Dutch Shell. But in the early ’70s, 
Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and the other Gulf states 
nationalized their oil industries, setting up 
state-run companies to run wells, pipelines, 
and production facilities. Not only did that 
enhance the power of OPEC, enabling that 
organization to force a series of sharp price 
increases, but it alarmed U.S. policymakers. 

Today, a growing number of Washington 
strategists are advocating a direct U.S. chal-
lenge to state-owned petroleum industries in 
oil-producing countries, especially the Per-
sian Gulf. Think tanks such as the American 
Enterprise Institute, the Heritage Founda-
tion, and CSIS are conducting discussions 
about privatizing Iraq’s oil industry. Some of 
them have put forward detailed plans out-
lining how Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and other na-
tions could be forced to open up their oil and 
gas industries to foreign investment. The 
Bush administration itself has been careful 
not to say much about what might happen to 
Iraq’s oil. But State Department officials 
have had preliminary talks about the oil in-
dustry with Iraqi exiles, and there have been 
reports that the U.S. military wants to use 
at least part of the country’s oil revenue to 
pay for the cost of military occupation. 

‘‘One of the major problems with the Per-
sian Gulf is that the means of production are 
in the hands of the state,’’ Rob Sobhani, an 
oil-industry consultant, told an American 
Enterprise Institute conference last fall in 
Washington. Already, he noted, several U.S. 
oil companies are studying the possibility of 
privatization in the Gulf. Dismantling gov-
ernment-owned oil companies, Sobhani ar-
gues, could also force political changes in 
the region. ‘‘The beginning of liberal democ-
racy can be achieved if you take the means 
of production out of the hands of the state,’’ 
he said, acknowledging that Arabs would re-
sist that idea. ‘‘It’s going to take a lot of 
selling, a lot of marketing,’’ he concluded. 
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Just which companies would get to claim 

Iraq’s oil has been a subject of much debate. 
After a war, the contracts that Iraq’s state-
owned oil company has signed with Euro-
pean, Russian, and Chinese oil firms might 
well be abrogated, leaving the field to U.S. 
oil companies. ‘‘What they have in mind is 
denationalization, and then parceling Iraqi 
oil out of American Oil companies,’’ says 
Akins. ‘‘The American oil companies are 
going to be the main beneficiaries of this 
war.’’

The would-be rulers of a post-Saddam Iraq 
have been thinking along the same lines. 
‘‘American oil companies will have a big 
shot at Iraqi oil,’’ says Ahmad Chalabi, lead-
er of the Iraqi National Congress, a group of 
aristocrats and wealthy Iraqis who fled the 
country when its repressive monarchy was 
overthrown in 1958. During a visit to Wash-
ington last fall, Chalabi held meetings with 
at least three major U.S. oil companies, try-
ing to enlist their support. Similar meetings 
between Iraqi exiles and U.S. companies have 
also been taking place in Europe. 

‘‘Iraqi exiles have approached us, saying, 
‘You can have our oil if we can get back in 
there,’ ’’ says R. Gerald Bailey, who headed 
Exxon’s Middle East operations until 1997. 
‘‘All the major American companies have 
met with them in Paris, London, Brussels, 
all over. They’re all jockeying for position. 
You can’t ignore it, but you’ve got to do it 
on the QT. And you can’t wait till it gets too 
far along.’’

But the companies are also anxious about 
the consequences of war, according to many 
experts, oil-company executives, and former 
State Department officials. ‘‘The oil compa-
nies are caught in the middle,’’ says Bailey. 
Executives fear that war could create havoc 
in the region, turning Arab states against 
the United States and Western oil compa-
nies. On the other hand, should a U.S. inva-
sion of Iraq be successful, they want to be 
there when the oil is divvied up. Says David 
Long, the former U.S. diplomat, ‘‘It’s greed 
versus fear.’’

Ibrahim Oweiss, a Middle East specialist at 
Georgetown University who coined the term 
‘‘petrodollar’’ and has also been a consultant 
to Occidental and BP, has been closely 
watching the cautious maneuvering by the 
companies. ‘‘I know that the oil companies 
are scared about the outcome of this,’’ he 
says. ‘‘They are not at all sure this is in the 
best interests of the oil industry.’’

Anne Joyce, an editor at the Washington-
based Middle East Policy Council who has 
spoken privately to top Exxon officials, says 
it’s clear that most oil-industry executives 
‘‘are afraid’’ of what a war in the Persian 
Gulf could mean in the long term—especially 
if tensions in the region spiral out of control. 
‘‘They see it as much too risky, and they are 
risk averse,’’ she says. ‘‘They think it has ‘fi-
asco’ written all over it.’’

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. OXLEY addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Exetensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida addressed the House. His remarks 
will appear hereafter in the 
Exetensions of Remarks.)

f 

CUBA BEGINS TRIALS OF 
DISSIDENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
draw your attention to a headline that 
appeared in the Associated Press 
today, and the headline reads ‘‘Cuba 
Begins Trials of Dissidents. Cuba 
pressed forward with its harshest 
crackdown on dissidents in years, hold-
ing the first trials Thursday for dis-
sidents rounded up across the Island 
and reportedly seeking life sentences 
for at least 10 of them.’’

My colleagues, we are at this mo-
ment attempting to liberate Iraq from 
a dictator, Saddam Hussein. Our men 
and women are in harm’s way. Regret-
tably, in this very Chamber, we have 
had our own colleagues, our own col-
leagues advocating open trade and op-
portunity with Fidel Castro.

b 2330 

Mr. Speaker, I am referring to the 
very person who is arresting and charg-
ing and sentencing dissidents in Cuba 
to life sentencing. At least 78 dis-
sidents have been arrested since March 
18. If you dare to speak out against the 
government, and I say that loosely be-
cause it is not a government, it is a 
dictatorship, of Fidel Castro, you are 
arrested. My colleagues from south 
Florida will tell Members at length 
what is considered a chargeable crime, 
and they will tell some of the things 
that this dictator is charging his citi-
zens with. 

Let me read what Elsa Pollan said 
about her husband, Hector Fernando 
Maseda. She says, ‘‘I feel so defense-
less. Where can I find someone to de-
fend my husband?’’

Her husband is going to be on trial, 
and no one will stand up for him. Why 
are our men and women in Iraq? To 
free and liberate people. And yet the 
very Members who voted to send our 
men and women into harm’s way in 
Iraq, some of those people here on the 
floor gleefully say the embargo has not 
worked, 42 years later. Let us just 
trade with Cuba because if we em-
bolden this dictator, he may give up 
and we will have freedom for people. 

I have never heard such nonsense in 
my life. I hope those Members who ad-
vocate free trade with Cuba will look 
at today’s headlines. If they feel com-
fortable doing business with a person 
who will incarcerate people for simply 
speaking their free will and their free 
mind, then have at it. I want no part of 
it. 

If Members can look Elsa Pollan in 
the eyes and say her husband should be 
locked up for life because he spoke out 
against Fidel Castro, join with the 
happy campers in wanting to do free 
trade with Cuba. I challenge those 
Members who believe in free trade with 
Cuba, would they today, based on the 
political reality, advocate free trade 
with Saddam Hussein? Would they 
stand up in this well and say let us do 
business with Saddam Hussein because 
if he gets a little economic commerce, 
he will become a nicer person? 

It is different because they keep say-
ing if we do grain sales and medicine 
and food, we do opportunity, travel, 
somehow we are going to loosen the 
embargo and loosen Fidel Castro’s grip 
on his people. Obviously, Fidel Castro 
has a different opinion on what loos-
ening the grip on his people means. 
There are 78 people, confirmed defend-
ants, and sentences sought for each. 
Several Cuban exile groups have dis-
tributed slightly longer lists. We are 
not sure. We hear 78 by the Associated 
Press. These are probably people who 
we will never hear from again because 
they will probably be dead at the hands 
of Fidel Castro’s henchmen. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight I ask my col-
leagues to carefully look at the head-
lines, think about our men and women 
in harm’s way, and think if they really 
want to pursue a policy of appeasement 
with a man who is in fact locking up 
his own citizens as we speak. The par-
allels between Saddam Hussein and 
Fidel Castro are absolutely identical. 
One has a beard, one is south of Florida 
by 90 miles, the other is in the Middle 
East. But if the citizens dare speak out 
against either, they are dead or impris-
oned for life. If they advocate health 
care or opportunity, they are arrested. 
Please do not fall for the trap; trade 
will not work. The embargo must 
stand. Fidel must go, and Cubans on 
that beautiful island south of Florida 
should have a chance for democracy 
and free elections.

f 

CUBAN REGIME ARRESTS PRO-
DEMOCRACY ACTIVISTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 7, 2003, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for at 
least half the time until midnight as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I appreciated the 
remarks of the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) and then my dis-
tinguished friend from Florida, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY), 
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